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Is separation o f church and state a myth,
as a new book contends?

P

however, and you’ll get a radically
icture an America in which the
different perspective. Not only in
Ten Commandments are the
America
but in any country anyfoundation of government.
where
in
the world, and you’ll hear
Righteousness reigns! It’s safe
that separation of church and state is
to walk the streets at night.
actually a Bible doctrine! Pressed to
Crimes are treated for what they are:
support their viewpoint, Adventists
sins! If terrorists threaten our peace
will likely pick up their Bible and
and security, God will intercede for
turn to Matthew 22:21: “Render
his chosen land.
therefore to Caesar the things that
The reality of today’s America is
are Caesar’s and to God the things
far different. And many Christians
that are God’s” (NKJV). Press further,
would have us believe the reason to
and you may be invited to take a les-*
be a mistaken concept of the relationship between church and state.
* Greg Hamilton is the President of
It’s called “separation,” as in “separathe Northwest Religious Liberty Assotion of church and state.”
ciation, Vancouver, Washington.
Ask a Seventh-day Adventist,
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Now, please understand. Though respecting Kennedy’s
call for national and moral reform, we cannot allow his or any
similar analysis of America’s Constitutional founding to go unchallenged. So let’s examine the typical arguments and
then let the historical record speak for itself.

son in church history, starting with
Emperor Constantine and winding
up with Revelation 13.
If that Adventist is a U.S. citizen,
it will not be surprising if you hear a
portion of the first Amendment to
the Constitution: “Congress shall
make no law respecting the establishment of religion or prohibiting
the free exercise thereof”
Why then do many of our fellow
American brothers and sisters in
Christ believe that separation of
church and state is a myth?
Probably for two reasons: their
theology, which leans toward the
theocratic, and their dismay with the
secularization of American society.
A new book, Tipping the Scales:
Restoring Righteousness to a Nation
in the Balance, contains both these
elements. Written by D. James Kennedy of nationally televised Coral
Ridge Ministries, it exposes unwary
Christians to the erroneous “myth”
concept.
Kennedy believes that the
Founders of America intended the
Establishment and Free Exercise

Clauses of the First Amendment to
serve as constitutional “preventive
medicine.” That is, that they constitute a one-directional wall, solely
preventing the state from meddling
in church affairs, but not preventing
the church from infiltrating government and directing its policies into
righteous channels.
The Wall’s Dimensions
I’ll leave the heavy theology to the
theologians; in fact, most Adventists
are theologians on this issue. I’m
going to examine closely, however,
the true dimensions of the wall. And
it wont take much probing to determine that the framers of the Constitution were intent not only on keeping government out of the church
but also in prohibiting the age-old
practice of clerical manipulation of
the state. Thus, state-supported religious establishments which had been
in place since the Puritans had to go.
With an eye on the lessons of history,
they sought to forever forbid any
entanglement of church and state.
Before you yawn the issue back
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into the history books, mark the term
“Faith-Based” Initiatives on page
2002 of your memory. And with it,
put this irrefutable conclusion:
Whenever church and state cohabit, it
is the church that ends up on top. It is
the church that defines morality. But
it is the state, ultimately, that defends
it. At the church’s behest, of course.
Now, please understand. Though
respecting Kennedy’s call for national and moral reform, we cannot
allow his or any similar analysis of
America’s Constitutional founding
to go unchallenged. So let’s examine
the typical arguments and then let
the historical record speak for itself.
Claim: “Separation of church and
state was intended to bar only the
establishment of a national church.”
Fact: Historically, the first four
drafts of the First Amendment that
specifically prohibited only the establishment of a national church were
rejected by the Framers as too weak.
The 1791 record of our nation’s first
legislative session, convened by James
Madison, first Speaker of the House,
provides the evidence. The Senate
and the Conference Committee seriously considered the choice between
forbidding any religious establishments by the state (i.e., public funding or official endorsements) or forbidding only non-preferential ones.
The first three drafts were rejected in the Senate, the fourth in the
Conference Committee.
1. “Congress shall make no law

establishing one religious sect or
society in preference to others.”
2. “Congress shall not make any
law establishing any Religious Sect
or Society.”
3. “Congress shall make no law
establishing any particular denomination or religion in preference to
another...
4. “Congress shall make no law
establishing articles of faith or a
mode of worship.”
Why were these drafts rejected?
Because the Framers wanted something stronger. The version ultimately ratified reads: “Congress shall
make no law respecting an establishment of religion...
The Establishment Clause clearly
denies Congress the right to enact
any law “respecting an establishment
of religion.” It does not say “a religion,” “a particular religion,” “one
sect or society,” or “any particular
denomination of religion.” It simply
says “religion.”
No Separation?
Claim: “Nowhere does the Constitution mention a separation of
church and state.”
Fact: When the religion clauses of
the First Amendment prohibit
“Congress” from making laws that
respect “religion,” or limit or prohibit its practice, they clearly suggest
that the state has certain boundaries
placed on it in terms of affecting or
influencing religion, or vice versa.
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Ten Commandments
Claim: “The Founding Fathers
wanted the Ten Commandments to
be the foundation of our governm ent”
Fact: If the Founding Fathers had
wanted the Ten Commandments to
be the foundation of our government, why are they not written in
the Constitution? If this claim is correct, then why did the Framers fail to
authorize the state to tell its citizens
that they could not worship false
gods, make graven images, take the
Lord’s name in vain, or profane the
holy Sabbath? Why is the name
“God” not mentioned once in the
Constitution?
Ultimately, the Founders chose to
mention religion in only two places—
and specifically in reference to what
Congress could not do—such as placing religious tests on men running for
political office (Article Six, Section 3),
or endorsing religion or religious
practices (First Amendment).
Constitutional vs. Puritan
What Kennedy and others continue to do is confuse America’s Puritan heritage with America’s constitutional founding. What Kennedy
yearns for is an America that returns
to its Puritan roots.
While Puritan values such as
work, family, and faith have tremendous value when enshrined in the
heart, the signers of the Constitution
intellectually fled from the embar-

rassing 200-year Puritan experiment
in which individuals were compelled, often against their will, to
adopt these value— or else! Now it is
being argued that the Puritan scenario from which the Founders fled
should be re-established in modern
society. It is amazing how farfetched
such thinking is, not just constitutionally and historically, but spiritually as well.
Christian Understanding
James Madison observed that
attempts by religious leaders to coerce
the state to accept and promote its
agenda represented “an unhallowed
perversion of the means of salvation”
and was contrary to the true Christian spirit of religious freedom.
A brief, and closing, excursion
into theology: The Gospel writers
specifically record that Christ used
loving, persuasive appeals, and rejected all means of coercion in seeking followers.
The calling to be Christlike, then,
also means that the power of our
witness cannot be compromised by
employing the sword of the state to
enforce it.
Christ clearly warns that those
who use the sword shall perish by
the sword (Matt. 26:52; Rev. 13:10).
Is separation of church and state
a myth? Our Constitutional Fathers,
our history, and ultimately our faith
tell us that the separation was intentional and indeed providential.
□
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